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Art Unit: 2164 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-8 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Provino et al. (U.S. Patent 5,778,384). 

Claim 1: FIG. 7 illustrates a single unified directory structure produced by combining 
directory structures of multiple file systems. Each of the elements 71(1) through 71(n) is a 
virtual logical storage device directory (col. 12, line 6) that corresponds to a remote physical file 
system (col. 3, Hnes 40-45). Accordingly, FIG. 7 is a structure representing multiple physical 
file systems unified within a single directory. 

The means for mounting which generates and combines the directory structures together 
into a single directory is the cUent module (23) shown in FIG. 2 (col. 11, lines 61-67). 

Fig. 7 is thus the virtual file system data structure generated by the means for mounting. 
This structure includes multiple elements (71(1)- 71(n)) which correspond to the mounted 
physical files. Each element includes application interface data structures (directory labels such 
as "DIRl", "DIR 2", "DIR3", "SUBDIR 1") and each element includes two or more pointers 
("child^", "sibling^", "mounted subdir->", "mount ptr->") which point to the application 
interface data structures. 

Claim 2: The application interface data correspond to virtual directories, each of which 
will constitute a virtual node ("vnode"). 
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Claim 3: As seen from Fig. 7, the mounted components are directories. Each directory 
corresponds to directory of files within a file system. 

Claim 4: FIG. 7 illustrates a single unified directory structure produced by combining 
directory structures of multiple file systems. Each of the elements 71(1) through 71(n) is a 
virtual logical storage device directory (col. 12, line 6) that corresponds to a remote physical file 
system (col. 3, lines 40-45). Accordingly, FIG. 7 is a structure representing multiple physical 
file systems unified within a single directory. 

The means for mounting which generates and combines the directory structures together 
into a single directory is the client module (23) shown in FIG. 2 (col. 11, lines 61-67). 

Col. 13, lines 40-48 refer to the initiation of a WRITE request. Since the WRITE request 
is an access operation which uses the directory tree (70) in FIG. 7 (col. 14, lines 6-8), the WRITE 
operation will be performed on the linked file systems within the directory tree. 

Claim 5: Col. 4, lines 2-5 refer to an access operation which uses a path identifier. Col. 
13, lines 40-48 refer to one such access operation as a WRITE operation and thus the WRITE 
operation invokes a path identifier. Since the access operation uses the directory tree (70) of FIG. 
7 (col. 14, lines 5-7), the WRITE operation as disclosed would use the paths defines in the 
directory tree (70). 

Claim 6: Col. 9, lines 20-21 refer to locks on the physical files. Locks inherently inhibit 
WRITE operations. 

Claim 7: The moimting means is the client module (23) which generates the directory 
tree of FIG. 7 (col. 11, lines 61-67). The tree mounts directories of separate physical file systems 
together by linking together their corresponding virtual logical storage structures (71(l)-71(n)). 



Application/Control Number: 09/8 1 0,246 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2164 

Claim 8: The single imified directory of FIG. 7 is a single mount point, lacking any 
further clarification in the claim as to what a single mount point actually is. 
Claim 10: See remarks for claim 7. 

Claim 11: See remarks for claim 1. Note that FIG. 2 illustrates one server (12) having 
physical storage devices (32). Col. 5, lines 27-28 refer to multiple server computers rather than 
just the one shovra in Fig. 2. 

Claim 12: The client module (23) is the client device v^hich performs the mounting. FIG. 
7 is the virtual file system which illustrates the components of the different file systems mounted 
together into a single directory structure. 

Claim 13: See remarks for claim 1. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 9 and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Provino et al. (U.S. Patent 5,778,384). 

Claims 9 and 14-15: Claims 9 and 14-15 differs from Provino in that Provino does not 
indicate the virtual file system directory structure of FIG. 7 as being replicated into the servers 
(12). However, once the directory structure is created v^ithin the network, duplicating the 
structure within storage elements of the network would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art as a duplication of existing parts (MPEP 2144.04 (B)). 

Claim 16: See remarks for claim 1. 
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Remarks 

Applicant's argimients have been considered. 

Claims 1, 5, 7, 8 and 10 have been amended to delete the reference to a "physical file 
system". This amendment, while making the amended claims broader in scope, does not 
overcome any of the rejections of record. 

Applicant's arguments are directed exclusively to the Provino et al. reference. 
Applicant's first argument is that Provino et al. in FIG. 7 provides only one directory for one file 
system. Examiner agrees that the combination of elements in FIG. 7 do result in a single 
directory structure, but this is exactlv v^hat claim 1 calls for , so it is mutually agreed by both 
examiner and applicant this feature is taught by Provino. Examiner does not agree that the 
structure shown in FIG. 7 represents one single file system (remarks, page 12, third paragraph, 
last line). Examiner finds that the directory structure in FIG. 7 represents components fi-om 
multiple file systems. Each of the elements 71(1) through 71(n) is a virtual logical storage device 
directory (col. 12, line 6) that corresponds to a distinct remote physical file system (col. 3, lines 
40-45). Accordingly, FIG. 7 is a structure which represents multiple remote file systems which 
become unified under a single directory structure using the means of FIG. 7. 

Applicant's second argument is that mounted elements 71(l)-71(n) operate independently 
of each other. This argument is moot, as the claims do not discuss the relative dependence or 
independence of the mounted structures. Nonetheless, the assertion is incorrect. The 
components 71(l)-71(n) are interrelated through the use of multiple pointers, such as "child^", 
"sibling-^", "mounted subdir-^", "mount ptr-> which are clearly illustrated in FIG. 7. 
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Applicant's third argument is that the pointers in FIG. 7 doe not point to application 
interface data structures. Examiner maintains that the elements "DIRl", "DIR T\ "DIR3", 
"SUBDIR r' are in fact interface data structures, lacking any evidence to the contrary. It is also 
maintained that the pointers within FIG. 7 point to these interface data structures, as clearly 
illustrated in FIG. 7. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS firom the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated fi-om the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Sam Rimell at 
telephone number (571) 272-4084. / 




Sam Rimell 
Primary Examiner 
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